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REMARKS 

The applicant has carefully reviewed the application in light of the Office Action dated 
February 7, 2008. Applicant amends Claims 1, 5-9 and 12 and cancels Claims 2 and 13 without 
prejudice or disclaimer. The amendments to the claims have only been done to expedite the 
prosecution. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. $103 

The Examiner rejects Claims 1, 3-12, 14-15 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Publication No. 2002/0083073 for Vaidya et al. (hereinafter "Vaidya") in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,675,230 issued to Lewallen et al. (hereinafter "Lewallen"). Applicant 
respectfully traverses these rejections for the comments set forth below. 

For example, independent claim 1 recites, "if the change can be locally applied 
automatically modifying the child node in the locally-stored DOM hierarchy to dynamically 
update a presentation of the first UI element without re-rendering all of the displayed page." 
Independent claims 9, 12, and 15 recite similar limitations. In contrast, the combination of 
Vaidya and Lewallen merely discloses updating a DOM hierarchy such that when a user access 
the data again the presentation is updated. In particular, Vaidya discloses an updateNode 
command that updates a node of a DOM hierarchy such that when the presentation is updated 
when re-rendered. See Vaidya, [0069]-[0075], ABSTRACT. In addition, Vaidya discloses that 
the updateNode command is issued by the server, not independent of receiving an update to the 
hierarchy from a server as claimed. See id. Lewallen merely teaches changing, adding or 
deleting nodes in a DOM hierarchy using an API. Col. 5, lines 21-25. Thus, the proposed 
combination fails to teach or suggest automatically modifying the child node in the locally-stored 
DOM hierarchy to dynamically update a presentation of the first UI element without re-rendering 
all of the displayed page. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully request reconsideration and 
allowance of independent claims 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants have now made an earnest attempt to place this case in condition for 
allowance. For the foregoing reasons, and for other reasons clearly apparent, Applicants 
respectfully request full allowance of all Claims. 

If the present application is not allowed and/or if one or more of the rejections is 
maintained, Applicants hereby request a telephone conference with the Examiner and further 
request that the Examiner contact the undersigned attorney to schedule the telephone conference. 

Attached herewith is a separate Petition for One-Month Extension of Time. The 
Extension of Time fee in the amount of $120 is being paid concurrently herewith on the 
Electronic Filing System (EFS) by way of Deposit Account authorization. 

No other fees are believed to be due. However, please apply any deficiencies or any 
other required fees or any credits to deposit account 06-1050, referencing the attorney docket 
number shown above. 
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